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Several methods for increasing recycling have been presented in the psychology
literature. However, many rely on incentive systems that require individual response
monitoring for differential delivery of consequences, thus rendering them prohibitively
expensive on a community-wide scale. This study examined the effects of three com
munity interventions which may circumvent this limitation: public commitment, group
feedback, and a combination of both. The Commitment Only intervention produced no
substantial increase in recycling when superimposed upon a curbside recycling base
line. The Feedback Only intervention and the Combined Intervention produced in
creases of 25.47% and 40.00%, respectively. A no-intervention Control Group de
creased in amount recycled by 4.99% over the same period. A cost/benefit analysis
indicates that the successful interventions could recover the costs of implementation
only if the interventions were conducted on a community-wide scale and if the effects
maintained for long periods.
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CHAPIERI
INTRODUCTION
The citizens of the United States discard enough wood and paper each year to
heat 5 million homes for 200 years and enough aluminum every 90 days to rebuild the
entire American commercial airfleet (Daniels, 1992). In 1988, 78% of American trash
was dumped in landfills and another 14% was incinerated, adding to the existing air
pollution problems (Franklin Associates Ltd., in Thompson, 1992). As of 1991, about
5,500 landfills were operating in the United States, but less than 2,200 are expected to
remain open by the tum of the century and few new landfills are slated for develop
ment. ("Paper Recycling," 1991). Each day, the American media reports similar ac
counts and statistics concerning the recklessness with which the world, and Americans
in particular, have been depleting natural resources and discarding them carelessly.
One way to diminish these environmental problems is by recycling post-con
sumer goods. Recycling one ton of newspaper saves approximately 17 trees and 7,000
gallons of water while keeping 3 cubic yards of landfill space from being used
(Daniels, 1992). Furthermore, the benefits of recycling are not limited to conserving
the specific material being collected. Recycling a quantity of newspapers and cans con
serves 70% to 95% of the energy required to produce an equal amount from raw mate
rials (Windham, cited in Jacobs & Bailey, 1983). When aluminum is made with recy
cled material; pollution during production is reduced by 95% (Daniels, 1992).
Recent reports suggest that American citizens and government agencies are be
coming more sensitive to the need for recycling. For example, in a poll conducted by
The Roper Organization (cited in Schwartz and Miller, 1991), the percentage of
1

2

Americans who claim to regularly recycle newspaper rose 6% between March, 1989
and February, 1990. The amount of post-consumer paper recovered through recycling
rose from 33.6% in 1990 to 39% in 1992 ("Paper Salvage," 1992).
As early as 1976, the federal government was promoting recycling through
policy and legislation such as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, which im
posed guidelines for federal purchasing of recycled·products (Thompson, 1992). At
the state and local government levels, the number of communities that provide curbside
recycling services is increasing. Seldman and Stevenson (1992) report that 4,000
communities in the United States provided curbside recycling in 1992, a 250% increase
from 1988. A particularly impressive program has been implemented in Seattle,
Washington, where citizens are charged according to the amount of trash they discard,
but are not charged for the amount of recyclable material they place in collection bins
(Seldman & Stevenson, 1992). As a result, Seattle recycles 77% of the waste in some
of its residential areas, far above the national average (Daniels, 1992).
The act of recycling is a complex behavior chain, and programs like the one in
Seattle demonstrate that these behaviors are amenable to behavioral analysis and inter
ventions. For example, curbside programs in general may function to reduce the re
sponse effort of the participants and this may turn out to be the most important step in
increasing recycling behavior. Beyond that, the Seattle program may be particularly ef
fective because it permits its citizens to avoid the loss of reinforcers, namely money, by
placing recyclable materials in the proper bins rather than throwing them out. This is
apparently one effective way to enhance a recycling program and behavioral scientists
within the past two decades have devised a variety of other techniques to motivate re
cycling and other pro-environmental behaviors.
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Recycling Research
A large proportion of the recycling research generated by behavioral scientists
has focused on the recycling of paper products. For example, Geller, Chaffee, and
Ingram (1975) substantially increased paper recycling on a college campus by initiating
a recycling contest between dormitories and delivering raffle tickets to individuals who
participated. A follow-up study (Wittner & Geller, 1976) achieved similar results by
using the same procedures and adding informational fliers as antecedent prompts for re
cycling.
Jacobs and Bailey (1983) conducted an exhaustive study involving 615 house
holds and four different manipulations. These manipulations included: (1) information
on the availability of weekly pick-up services, (2) monetary incentives for returning re
cyclable goods, (3) delivery of lottery tickets contingent upon returning recyclable
goods, and (4) twice weekly pick-up as opposed to once weekly in the first condition
stated above. Each of these interventions resulted in higher participation in the recy
cling program relative to that of a control group, with the lottery intervention proving
most effective.
Numerous other studies have been conducted to assess the effects of antecedent
interventions, such as persuasive messages, prompts, and particular placement of col
lection units (e.g., Arbuthnot, Tedeschi, Wayner, Turner, Kressel, & Rush, 1977;
Luyben & Bailey, 1979; Reid, Luyben, Rawers, & Bailey, 1979) and interventions
based upon the offer of incentives, including prizes, raffles, and cash contingent upon
the return of recyclable goods (e.g., Couch, Garber, & Karpus, 1979; Hamad,
Cooper, & Semb, 1977). These interventions have been effective in increasing recy
cling, with incentive-based interventions being generally more effective than antecedent
interventions.
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While interventions that have provided tangible incentives contingently upon re
cycling behavior have indeed produced behavior change, Katzev and Pardini (1987)
point out a number of limitations of these strategies. First, they have resulted in disap
pointingly low participation rates. Participation rates are defined as the percentage of
subjects who recycle on any one given opportunity (e.g., curbside collection date or re
cycling center drop-off date). Witmer and Geller (197 6) found a range of participation
of 5.9 to 12.2% across their manipulations. Similar low figures have been reported by
Jacobs and Bailey (1983) across all their interventions, ranging from 4.96% to 11.34%
participation.
A second problem noted by Katzev and Pardini (1987) is that incentive-based
procedures have not been cost-effective. For example, neither of the two incentive
based procedures used by Jacobs and Bailey (1983) generated enough income, predi
cated on the value of recycled newspaper, to cover the costs of implementation. Again,
while these procedures may reliably increase participation or weight in recycling pro
grams, the costs of procuring the rewards to be provided and the administrative costs
involved in monitoring individual responses and distributing rewards may render them
too costly for large-scale adoption. In agreement, Malott (in press) points out that "the
implementation of a community-wide reward system could be forbiddingly expensive
and hard to maintain" (p.239), while Burn and Oskamp (1986) confer by stating that
"in practical terms, it would be difficult to provide meaningful reinforcement for every
pro-ecological behavior" (p. 30).
A third problem cited by Katzev and Pardini (1987) is disappointing follow-up
and maintenance results in studies that have provided incentives for recycling. In a re
view of recycling studies, Geller (1987) concluded that consequence interventions
lacked durability. That is, once the interventions were terminated, the target behavior
typically returned to pre-intervention levels. While this should not seem surprising in
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the case of incentive-based strategies, it reflects upon the difficulty of operating an in
centive-based system for extended periods of time.
The net effect of the limitations of incentive-based strategies is that they may not
be practical on a large-scale and, hence, be less likely to be adopted. While these inter
ventions typically do produce behavior change, communities wishing to improve their
recycling programs need interventions that can impact large groups of individuals in a
range of community-based settings. To this end, interventions must engender the par
ticipation of a sizeable percentage of eligible participants, must be applicable at minimal
costs to those communities, and must produce significant and durable changes in be
havior. These requirements contraindicate exclusive reliance on tangible incentives.
One way to circumvent the need for tangible incentives is to arrange contingencies that
cause individuals to contact the social consequences for recycling behavior that may
exist in the community. Two types of interventions have been developed that may
function in this manner: public commitment and performance feedback.
Public Commitment
Commitment strategies are interventions which simply ask participants to for
mally "commit" themselves to engage in a specified behavior, often by making a verbal
statement or signing a written agreement. No contingencies are systematically arranged
by the behavior change agent for adhering to the commitment, although some authors
have suggested that making a commitment may bring into play certain social contin
gencies within the "committed" individual's peer group. For example, Wang and
Katzev (1990) speculate that "Perhaps commitment functions as an aversive contin
gency based on the feared social disapproval of other individuals when one fails to meet
a public pledge." (p. 274).
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Commitment interventions have been used effectively in modifying a number of
pro-environmental behaviors including recycling of metal products (McCaul & Kopp,
1982), bus ridership (Bachman & Katzev, 1982), and residential energy conservation
(Pallak & Cummings, 1976). Also, Geller and his colleagues (Geller, Kalsher, Rudd,
& Lehman, 1989; Geller & Lehman, 1991; Nimmer & Geller, 1988) have successfully
employed a commitment strategy to increase safety belt usage.
Additionally, four published studies to date have investigated the effects of
commitment on residential recycling of paper products. For example, Katzev and
Pardini (1987) demonstrated the advantages of this procedure over incentive-based
strategies. These researchers compared a commitment procedure to a procedure involv
ing the distribution of coupons contingent upon returning recyclable paper products.
They found that 93% of the commitment group (n=15) participated at least once in the
project compared to 64% overall in the contingent coupon group (n=l4). Only the
commitment group differed significantly from a control group on this measure.
Furthermore, the commitment intervention seemed cost-effective. The researchers re
ported collecting more than enough money to offset the costs of the intervention
(however, see discussion below). Finally, the commitment procedure resulted in 20%
more recycled materials per household than the incentive-based intervention, and a
slightly higher percentage of the commitment group members continued to recycle at
follow-up.
Other recycling studies that utilized commitment to increase paper recycling
have met with similar success. Pardini and Katzev (1983) compared information about
a recycling program to a verbal commitment to recycle newspapers and a written
commitment to recycle newspapers. Both "commitment" groups significantly differed
from the "information only" group with respect to both frequency of participation and
pounds of paper collected. The two commitment groups did not differ from each other.
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Burn and Oskamp (1986) combined commitment with a persuasive communication,
while simultaneously analyzing each intervention separately. All three intervention
groups differed significantly from a control group in terms of recycling frequency per
household over six weeks. Finally, Wang and Katzev (1990) conducted two experi
ments to assess the effects of a group commitment, in which a large number of subjects
sign the same commitment pledge collectively. Their first study determined that resi
dents of a retirement home collected 47% more recyclable paper after signing a com
mitment and that these increases maintained at this level after the commitment period
was terminated. Their second study compared individual commitment, group commit
ment, and response contingent delivery of coupons to a control group using college
dormitory residents as subjects. While all three interventions resulted in substantial in
creases in both frequency and weight of recycled newspapers, only the individual
commitment group continued recycling at higher rates during a three week follow-up
period.
In light of the limitations described above for incentive-based interventions and
the successes of commitment strategies, the latter seem better suited for large-scale ap
plication. This procedure is relatively simple to administer, requires little time and ef
fort, and when participants are few in number, can be administered at low cost.
However, the commitment procedure, as described in the studies cited above, may
contain its own limitations for community-scale implementation.
Stem and Gardner (1981) suggest that public commitment procedures may be
difficult to implement on a large scale because they depend on personal contact with
individuals. When applied to an entire community or a city, this process could involve
thousands of person-hours and prohibitive staff expenses. While some studies have
reported favorable cost/benefit ratios for commitment interventions (e.g., Katzev &
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Pardini, 1987), it is unclear whether the labor costs involved in soliciting commitments
are consistently included.
Furthermore, the generalizability of commitment research may be limited by a
methodological issue involving the recruiting and definition of subjects. In the four
commitment studies described above, individuals who were requested to make a
commitment but refused were not included in the treatment group data (e.g., Burn and
Oskarnp, 1986). Other studies simply replaced subjects who refused to make a com
mitment (e.g., Pardini & Katzev, 1983), and one study (Katzev & Pardini, 1987) failed
to report refusal data and based its analysis on only the "committed" individuals. As a
result, it is unclear what effect commitment strategies would have if applied non-selec
tively to an entire community. Under such circumstances, some would make the
commitment and some would not, but it would still be essential to determine how the
intervention affected the entire target group collectively, rather than just those who
agreed to the commitment.
Performance Feedback
Performance feedback is another approach which might lend itself well to large
scale applications. This procedure has been defined as providing information to indi
viduals regarding the quantity or quality of their past performance (Prue & Fairbank,
1981). Although there is some controversy as to the behavioral mechanism underlying
performance feedback, it has proven to be an effective behavioral intervention
(Balcazar, Hopkins, & Suarez, 1986) that, like commitment, makes use of social con
tingencies rather than tangible incentives.
While feedback has been studied predominantly by organizational psycholo
gists, a number of studies have used the procedure to modify pro-environmental behav
ior. For example, Kohlenberg, Phillips, and Proctor (1976) examined the effects of in-
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formation, feedback regarding momentary electrical current levels, monetary incentives,
and a combined feedback plus incentives procedure on electrical energy usage during
"peak" consumption periods. While the feedback plus incentive condition was most ef
fective in reducing peaking, feedback alone was also effective .to a limited extent. In
another study addressing energy conservation, Becker (1978) assessed the effects of
goal-setting, with and without feedback, on reduction of residential electrical con
sumption. He determined that the addition of feedback to the goal-setting procedure
was necessary to produce a significant decrement in energy usage.
These studies demonstrate that performance feedback is an effective technique
for modifying pro-environmental behaviors. However, the feedback provided in the
above studies was of an individual nature, which if applied on a large-scale, could pre
sent costly logistical problems associated with monitoring the behavior of thousands of
individuals and delivering feedback separately to each. One solution to this limitation is
to provide group feedback through some form of mass media where the entire com
munity is exposed to the information. To date, two studies have examined the effects
of this form of group feedback on pro-environmental behavior. Rothstein (1980) used
television news reports to provide feedback about gasoline consumption to a Texas
community of about 300,000 persons. This resulted in an average reduction in gaso
line consumption of 31.5% from baseline levels during group feedback phases.
Schnelle, McNees, Thomas, Gendrich and Beagle (1980) used newspaper reports to
provide feedback to target communities regarding the amount of litter on the streets of
those communities. They found significant decreases in observable litter whenever
they introduced this intervention to a community in a multiple baseline across commu
nities design.
Geller (1981) outlines further advantages of using large-group feedback proce
dures. He speculates that large-scale social attention may be as powerful a reinforcer as
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monetary reinforcers for maintaining recycling behavior. Additionally, he states that
this type of intervention may help in modeling appropriate behavior for all those in
contact with the feedback information. Schnelle et al. (1980) add that the procedure can
be cost-effective. Their feedback intervention required no expenditures because the
newspaper posted their data as a public service.
While it appears that both public commitment and group feedback procedures
hold great potential for large-scale interventions, questions remain about each in the
context of community recycling research. Large-scale group feedback remains untested
in this context and both the delivery of the commitment intervention and the evaluation
of its effects might benefit from modifications that would make each more serviceable
on the community level. Furthermore, it stands to reason that two interventions that
function to bring subjects into contact with natural social contingencies might be mu
tually beneficial, but the combination of commitment and group feedback has yet to be
evaluated in recycling research.
The purpose of the present study is to examine the joint and separate effects of
public commitment and group feedback on recycling behavior when superimposed
upon a simulated curbside recycling program. The interventions were designed to be
administered easily to a large community. Specifically, commitment in this study was
solicited through the postal service, rather than through face-to-face interaction. Also,
the evaluation of the performance of those groups which received the commitment in
tervention was conducted by including data from individuals who did not return the
commitment in the group data set along with those who did make the commitment.
Percentages of obtained signed commitments are reported for these groups to allow
comparison on the same measure to studies where commitments were solicited face-to
face. Group feedback in this study was delivered through a public newspaper, rather
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than individually or through posting at a centralized site. In addition, this study sought
to determine if the procedures described can be carried out in a cost-effective manner.

CHAPTER II
ME1HODS
Subjects
Subjects were residents of an apartment complex affiliated with a Midwestern
university of approximately 26,000 enrolled students. This complex housed graduate
students, married students and their families. The complex contained 302 residential
units, 286 of which were occupied. A subject recruiting letter and an informed consent
form were mailed to each occupied unit. The recruiting letter invited subjects to
participate in a curbside recycling study being sponsored by the office of the University
Recycling Coordinator, and instructed subjects to return the informed consent form if
they wished to participate. Eighty (27.97%) of the units returned the consent form.
These 80 units were then randomly assigned to one of four groups, described below.
Of these 80 units, the residents of four units moved during the course of the study and
were consequently dropped from the data analysis. This resulted in the following four
groups: a Control group (n=18 units), a Commitment Only group (n=20), a Feedback
Only group (n=l9), and a Combined Intervention (commitment plus group feedback)
group (n=l9).
Procedures and Materials
One week prior to their first scheduled collection date, all subjects received an
Instruction Letter (see Appendix B) and a collection bin. The Instruction Letter
described collection procedures, materials to be collected, and the schedule of collection
12
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for their group. The collection bins consisted of a cardboard box which measured 7 .5
inches by 14 inches by 15.5 inches, dimensions that could easily accommodate folded
newspapers. Each bin was numbered one through four to correspond with the group
number and listed, on its side, the paper materials that were appropriate for placement
in the bin. All subjects were informed through the Instruction Letter that the bin num
ber signified their group number and that newsprint would also be collected, even
though it was not listed on the side of the bin.
Along with the Instruction Letter, a plastic garbage bag was placed inside each
bin. Subjects were instructed to line the collection bin with the plastic bag so that the
collection team could take the bag and leave the bin at their doorstep, along with a new
plastic bag. The data collectors picked up the plastic bags once per week for each
group according to the following schedule: the Feedback Only Group on Fridays, the
Control Group on Saturdays, the Combined Intervention Group on Sundays; and the
Commitment Only Group on Mondays.
Data collectors removed the plastic bag from the bin, applied a small stick-on
label identifying the apartment number, and briefly examined the contents of the bag to
ensure that all materials contained within were recyclable according to the guidelines
provided. Unacceptable materials were removed and left inside the cardboard bin. All
subjects were informed in the Instruction Letter that materials left in their bins after col
lection were not appropriate for placement in the bin and were asked to recycle these
elsewhere. After all the bags from each unit had been collected, data collectors took the
bags to a local paper recycling site and weighed the contents.
Weighing was accomplished by placing each bag inside a bin, identical to those
used at each apartment, and placing the bin atop a Hanson 25-pound capacity scale.
After weighing the contents of each bag, data collectors recorded the number of pounds
of recyclable material for each residential unit and emptied the contents into large paper
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recycling bins provided at this site. On 25% of the collection days, a second collector
independently weighed each bag and recorded its weight for interobserver agreement
purposes. Collection was made for each group for 6 consecutive weeks during base
line and 5 consecutive weeks during the intervention phase.
Interventions
Following the sixth week of baseline, the interventions described below were
implemented for all members of three groups. The fourth group served as a no inter
vention control.
Feedback Only Group
During data collection on week six, an Initial Feedback Letter was taped to the
apartment door of all subjects in this group (see Appendix C). This letter contained a
line graph that illustrated the total weight of recyclable paper material collected by that
group during each of the six previous weeks, informed subjects that a similar graph
would be published in the campus newspaper on Thursdays for the duration of the
study, and reminded them of their group number. Appendix D displays an example of
the graphic display subsequently published each week in the campus newspaper.
Commitment Only Group
Following data collection for the final week of baseline, each residential unit in
this group was mailed a Commitment Letter (see Appendix E) and Commitment
Consent Form (see Appendix F). The letter asked participants to make a formal com
mitment to recycle as much paper as they could and to give permission, through return
of a signed consent form, for the publication of their names in the campus housing

newsletter under a caption describing these individuals as people who are "concerned
about the future of our environment."
Prior to publishing the names of these individuals in the campus housing
newsletter, each of the individuals who returned a commitment consent form was sent
an additional letter asking them to confirm the correct spelling of their names via return
mail. This procedure ensured not only the correct spelling of names but also contact
with one public listing of "committed individuals" in case they did not subsequently see
their names in the campus housing newsletter.
Combin ed Intervention Group
This group received both interventions, as described above, simultaneously.
Mailing of the Commitment Letter and Commitment Consent Form was timed such that
these materials would arrive on roughly the same date as the delivery of the Initial
Feedback Letter.
Control Group
The procedures for the Control Group remained unchanged, as described in the
data collection section, for the duration of the study.
Social Validation Survey
Two weeks after the completion of data collection, 36 ( 47%) of the subjects re
ceived the Social Validation Survey. All the subjects could not be surveyed because
many had moved out of their residences at the end of the semester. Subjects received
one of four versions of the survey, depending on group membership. The Social
Validation Surveys consisted of a cover letter describing the purpose of the survey and
a list of opinion statements about the study. Using a four-point Likert scale, subjects
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rated their degree of agreement with statements concerning their satisfaction with the
interventions they had received, whether they considered these types of interventions
valuable in increasing recycling, and how they felt that the interventions affected them
personally.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Interobserver Agreement bata
As stated earlier, interobserver agreement data were collected on 25% of collec
tion days. On these days, a second observer independently weighed each individual
bag and weights were recorded in terms of pounds and ounces. Agreement was subse
quently defined as an interobserver discrepancy of less than two ounces. The agree
ment percentage was calculated by dividing the number of agreements by the total num
ber of agreements and disagreements. This calculation yielded an interobserver agree
ment percentage of 93.55%. The discrepancies ranged from Oto 6 (one case) ounces.
Recycling Data
On the first collection date, many subjects had deposited an amount of recy
clable paper far in excess of subsequent weekly deposits. This occurred because sub
jects knew about the study well in advance of the first collection date and deposited
newspapers that had collected in their homes for several weeks or more. Because the
first data point was not representative of the recycling opportunities sampled in subse
quent weeks, data from the first pick-up date for each subject were omitted, regardless
of when it occurred. For 60 of the 76 residences the data from the first week were
omitted and a baseline average was calculated on the basis of five weeks of data. For
the remaining 16 residences, the first deposit occurred later than the first collection date,
and calculations of the average weekly deposit for baseline were made by omitting the
17
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initial deposit and dividing the resulting baseline total by the number of deposit oppor
tunities remaining in the phase.
Figure 1 displays the average weekly weight of deposits during baseline and
intervention phases for all four groups. The weights displayed in Figure 1 for the two
groups that received the commitment procedure include both households which re-
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Figure 1. Average Weight of Paper Deposits Across Each Phase for Each Group.
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turned the commitment forms and those that did not. As discussed previously, it is im
portant to consider the data in this manner because the application of the commitment
procedure in the natural setting would yield both committed and uncommitted house
holds. The Commitment Consent Forms were returned by the majority of subjects, 11
of 20 (55%) in the Commitment Only Group and 14 of 19 (73.68%) in the Combined
Intervention Group
Inspection of Figure 1 reveals that the Feedback Only Group recycled more
during the intervention phase than any of the other groups, followed in order by the
Combined Intervention Group, The Commitment Only Group, and the Control Group.
Because of discrepancies between groups in the baseline averages (i.e., the Feedback
Only Group had a substantially higher baseline average than the other groups), differ
ences between groups during the intervention phase were analyzed statistically through
an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), using baseline measures as a covariant. This
procedure partials out the variance that can be attributed to unequal baseline measures
and results in an adjusted mean for each group (Howell, 1987). These adjusted means
are listed in Table 1.
Table 1
Actual and Adjusted Means of Average Weekly Weights for Each Group

Group

Actual Intervention
Mean

Control

4.57

4.64

Commitment

4.58

4.89

Feedback

8.03

7.31

Combined Interventions

6.01

6.35

Adjusted Intervention
Mean
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While the differences across various adjusted means appear substantial, especially the
differences between the Feedback Only Group and both the Control and Commitment
Only groups, an omnibus F-test revealed that the differences between groups ap
proached, but did not reach, statistical significance (F=2.33, p=.081) at the .05 level.
Figure 2 displays the percent change in average weekly weight from baseline to
intervention for each group. It can be seen in this figure that the Combined Intervention
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Figure 2. Percent Change in Average Weekly Weight From Baseline to Intervention.
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Group changed the most from baseline to intervention. Within groups statistical com
parisons were conducted through correlated sample t-tests, comparing individual means
across phases for each group. Table 2 displays the difference between baseline and in
tervention means, t-values and p-values for each of these comparisons. Additionally,
this table provides a separate analysis for the subsets of the Commitment Only Group
and Combined Intervention Group that returned th·e Commitment Consent Form
(hereafter referred to as the "Committed Subset") and those members of the groups
who failed to return the Commitment Consent Form (the "Uncommited Subset"). As
can be seen in Table 2, both the Feedback Only and Combined Intervention groups
showed substantial increases across phases.

However, only the Combined

Intervention Group, and its committed subset, differed significantly on this measure at
the .05 level. Also noteworthy is the large discrepancy between the committed and the
Table 2
Differences in Weekly Household Means Between Baseline and Intervention Phases
Intervention
Mean

Percent
Change

t value

4.81 lbs.

4.57 lbs.

-4.99%

0.30

.769

20
11
9

4.35 lbs.
5.14 lbs.
3.39 lbs.

4.58 lbs.
4.46 lbs
4.71 lbs.

+5.29%
-13.23%
+38.93%

0.22
1.01
0.63

.825
.335
.547

19

6.40 lbs.

8.03 lbs.

+25.47%

1.55

.139

CQmbined Int�rv�ntiQn
19
Entire Group
Committed Subset
14
Uncommitted Subset
5

4.30 lbs.
4.34 lbs.
4.18 lbs.

6.02 lbs.
6.36 lbs.
5.06 lbs.

+40.00%
+46.44%
+21.05%

2.47
2.83
0.47

.024*
.014*
.660

Group

n

Control

18

Commitm�nt Onl:l
Entire Group
Committed Subset
Uncommitted Subset
Feedback Only

*Significant at the .05 level.

Baseline
Mean

2-tail
prob.
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uncommitted subsets of the Combined Intervention Group, suggesting that the
commitment intervention have enhanced the effects in this group.
Within group changes from baseline to intervention phases could have occurred
in one of two ways. One possibility is that a larger percent of households in a group
participated each week but without a change in the actual amount of paper per house
hold. Alternatively, the percent of households participating at any given collection date
may have held constant, but the amount of paper recycled by each household may have
increased. Table 3 displays the average percent participation across phases for all
groups and both subsets of the groups who received the commitment intervention.
Percentages presented in this table were constructed by dividing the number of house
holds who participated (i.e., placed the bin outside of their doors) on a given collection
date by the total number in the group and averaging those percentages across the entire
Table 3
Average Percent Participation Across Phases

Group

Mean Baseline
Percentage

Mean Intervention
Percentage

Control

56.67%

53.33%

Commitment
Entire Group
Committed Subset
Uncommitted Subset

61.00%
67.27%
48.88%

63.00%
72.72%
51.02%

Feedback

68.42%

61.05%

Combined Intervention
Entire Group
Committed Subset
Uncommitted Subset

80.00%
84.28%
68.00%

80.00%
85.71%
64.00%
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phase. This analysis reveals that all groups and their subsets, when relevant, differed
little across phases in terms of percent participation. The largest difference occurred in
the Feedback Only Group, in which participation dropped by 7.37% across phases.
Table 4 displays the average weight of actual deposits per participation across
phases. These measures were constructed by adding the total amount collected by each
subject during each phase, dividing by the number ·of deposits (i.e., placing the bin
outside of their door on a collection date) made during the phase and averaging those
amounts for all subjects in the group. This measure differs from that presented in Table
2, where the total phase amounts were divided by the number of recycling opportunities
per phase, rather than the number of participations. This analysis reveals that all four
groups, and their subsets when relevant, produced an increase in average deposit
weights across phases, with the Feedback and Combined Intervention Groups producTable 4
Differences in Mean Deposit Weights Between Baseline and Intervention Phases
Baseline
Mean

Intervention
Mean

Percent
Change

t value

2-tail
prob.

7.97 lbs.

+10.84%

0.51

.614

11

9

6.90 lbs. 8.67 lbs.
6.61 lbs. 7.36 lbs.
7.26 lbs. 10.26 lbs.

+25.65%
+11.35%
+41.32%

0.22
0.44
0.82

.825
.672
.438

19

9.78 lbs. 13.36 lbs.

+36.61%

2.64

.017*

7.19 lbs.
7.22 lbs.
7.12 lbs.

+38.53%
+37.26%
+42.97%

2.21
2.00
0.93

.040*
.067
.406

Group

n

Control

18

7.19 lbs.

Commitment Only
Entire Group
Committed Subset
Uncommitted Subset

20

Feedback Only

Combined Intervention
Entire Group
19
Committed Subset
14
Uncommitted Subset 5
*Significant at the .05 level.

5.19 lbs.
5.26 lbs.
4.98 lbs.
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ing the largest increases. Only the differences for those two groups proved statistically
significant at the .05 level.
Social Validity Data
As previously mentioned, 36 social validity questionnaires were distributed. Of
these, 18 (50%) were returned. Table 5 lists each question in the questionnaire, along
with the percentage of subjects who agreed (i.e., circled the number of the Likert scale
corresponding to "moderately agree" or "strongly agree") with each statement.
Table 5
Agreement With Statements on the Social Validity Survey
Statement

Percent That
Agreed

Curbside Recycling (n=18)

1.

Efforts to increase recycling are important to our society.

2.

Placing a large recycling bin in the apartment parking lot would
be just as effective as this type of program .

83.33%

3.

Curbside recycling is a valuable service, regardless of the cost.

77.78%

4.

I was recycling just as much paper before the project started.

16.67%

5.

I have continued to recycle just as much paper after this project
was terminated.

38.89%

6.

Once a week pick-up is too often, I don't need to recycle that
often.

50.00%

7.

If you agreed with Question 6, how often would you
recommend that pick-ups be made?

100.00%

*

Feedback Reports (n=lO)
1.

I actively sought out and read the progress reports that were
presented in the Western Herald.

50.00%
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Table 5--Continued

Statement

Percent That
Agreed

2.

I found the progress reports to be a socially acceptable method
of increasing recycling.

70.00%

3.

I would recommend this sort of progress report for use in other
recycling projects.

80.00%

4.

In this project, the two groups that received the progress
reports showed increases of about 25% and 40% in the amount
of paper recycled. I believe these results are satisfactory.

80.00%

5.

The costs of providing the reports are justified by these results.

70.00%

6.

I think that this sort of progress report would lead others to
increase the amount of paper they recycle.

90.00%

7.

The reports led me to increase the amount of paper I recycled.

50.00%

If you agreed with Question 7, indicate your level of agreement with how the progress
reports might have helped you to increase the amount of paper you recycled.
8a.

The reports served as a reminder to place paper in the bin.

1 00.00% 1

8b.

The reports made me feel good about myself for recycling.

1 00.00% 1

8c.

The reports led me to increase my recycling because I knew
that someone was keeping track of our progress and so they
knew whether I was recycling or not.

80.00% 1

Commitment (n=7)
1.

Having people sign a public commitment to help the environment
is a socially acceptable method of increasing recycling.

2.

I would recommend this method of increasing recycling for use
in other recycling programs.

1 00.00%

3.

I think that signing the commitment to help the environment
would help others to increase the amount of paper they recycle.

85.7 1 %

4.

Making a commitment to help the environment helped me to
increase the amount of paper I recycled.

71.43%

85.7 1 %
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Table 5--Continued

Statement

Percent That
Agreed

If you agreed with Question 4, indicate your level of agreement with how commitment
may have helped you to increase your recycling efforts. If you disagreed with Question
4, go on to Question 6.
5a.

The commitment helped to remind me to recycle.

100.00%2

5b.

Recycling after making the commitment helped me to feel
good about myself for following through on my commitment.

100.00%2

5c.

If I did not recycle after making the commitment, I would
have felt bad about not following through on my commitment.

100.00%2

5d.

The commitment helped me to strengthen my belief that I am
a person who is concerned about the environment and to act
accordance with that belief.

100.00%2
in

6.

I was already committed to helping the environment before
I signed the commitment form, so signing did not help me
to increase the amount of paper I recycled.

100.00%3

* Every 2 weeks = 5, every 3 weeks = 2, once per month = 2.
1Percentages based on the 5 respondents who agreed with Question 7.
2Percentages based on the 5 respondents who agreed with Question 4.
3Percentage based on the 2 respondents who disagreed with Question 4.
Cost/Benefit Analysis
A cost-benefit analysis for all three intervention groups is presented in Table 6.
The analysis presupposes that the interventions were superimposed upon an ongoing
curbside recycling program. That is, the costs of the curbside program alone (i.e.
labor, fuel costs, etc.) are not considered and revenues include only the sale of
materials recovered above baseline levels during the intervention period. For example,
the Combined Intervention cost a total of $104.50 for a group of 19 households,
yielding a per household cost of $5.50.
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Tab le 6
Per Household Cost/Benefit Analyses
Costs

Benefits

Commitment Only Group
Commitment Letter Copying
Costs............................ $0.05
Consent Form Copying Costs.... 0.05
Postage for Commitment Letter
and Consent Form.............. 0.29
Return Postage for Commitment
Consent Forms.................. 0.29
11
4 X 8" Envelopes for
Commitment Letter and
Consent Form................... 0.02
3.5 11 X 5" Return Envelopes for
Co nsent Form"""""'"'""' 0.01
Total.................................. 0.71

Revenue from the Sale of
Reclaimed Paper................. 0.02

Total.................................... 0.02

Feedback Only Group
Initial Feedback Letter Copying
Costs............................. 0.05
Newspaper Charge for
Publishin� Feedback Grwh... 4.74
Total................................... 4.79

Revenue from the Sale of
Reclaimed Paper ................. 0.10
Total..................................... 0.10

Co mbin ed Intervention Group
Copies of Commitment Letter..... 0.05
Copies of Consent Form........... 0.05
Postage for Commitment Letter
and Consent Form.............. 0.29
Return Postage for Commitment
Consent Forms.................. 0.29
11 X 8 11
Envelopes for
4
Commitment Letter and
Consent Form................... 0.02
3.5 11 X 5 11 Return Envelopes for
Commitment Consent Form... 0.01
Initial Feedback Letter Copying
Costs............................. 0.05
Newspaper Charge for
P ublishin� Feedback Grwh.. 4.74
Total................................... 5.50

Revenue from the Sale of
Reclaimed Paper................. 0.11

Total...................................... 0.11

CHAP1ERIV
DISCUSSION
The findings provide a mixed, but in many ways affirmative, indication that an
intervention combining a public commitment solicited through the mail and mass media
group feedback can effectively increase amount of recycled paper when superimposed
upon a curbside recycling program. While the differences in amount of paper recycled
among groups during the intervention phase only approached statistical significance at
the .05 level, the Combined Intervention Group and its committed subset increased
significantly when compared to their own respective baseline levels of recycling. The
Feedback Alone Group also increased substantially on this measure, while the
Commitment Only group displayed virtually no change. A no-intervention Control
Group decreased slightly in amount of collected paper during the same period.
Furthermore, increases across phases in amounts of paper recycled appear to be a func
tion of more paper being placed in the bins, rather than a higher percentage of the group
participating during each collection opportunity.
While the results for the Combined Intervention Group are encouraging, certain
limitations and potential confounds must be considered. One potential confound is in
troduced by collecting bins from each group on different days of the week. Intuitively,
groups whose bins were collected on weekdays may differ from those whose bins were
collected on the weekend simply by virtue of different daily schedules within the
household. For example, residents may have had a greater amount of time on week
ends for household chores such as collecting recyclable paper and placing the bins out
side the doorstep. Alternatively, it is conceivable that placing the bin out for the next
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day's collection may more likely be incorporated into one's daily schedule during
weekdays, when one's schedule is presumably more structured. Any systematic dif
ferences of this nature should have been reflected as differences in baseline levels of re
cycling. The group with the only substantially different baseline level was the
Feedback Only Group, whose bins were collected on Fridays and who collected an av
erage of 33.05% more paper than the next highest group during baseline. Assuming
that residents collected any remaining materials and placed the bins out on the night be
fore collection, this observation supports the latter possibility and may help to account
for the initial differences between the Feedback Only Group and the other groups
As conducted, each of the intervention components present practical limitations.
For example, the mode of delivery of feedback made it impossible to directly assess
how often subjects read the feedback information and limit the certainty with which ef
fects can be attributed to the intervention. The Social Validity data provide some indi
rect evidence, suggesting that 50% of the respondents read the feedback printed in the
campus newspaper. Furthermore, it should be noted that, in essence, two groups re
ceived the Feedback Only intervention, the Feedback Only Group and the subset of the
Combined Intervention Group that did not make the commitment, providing a sort of
within-study replication. These groups produced between phase increases of 25.47%
and 21.05%, respectively. This similarity also suggests that the measured effects of the
feedback intervention are valid.
Another possible limitation is the number of obtained signed commitments. As
stated previously, 55% of the Commitment Only Group returned the Commitment
Form, as did 73.68% of the Combined Intervention Group. It is conceivable that the
slight difference between the two groups results from the the Combined Interventions
Group having received the Initial Feedback Letter at the same time as the request for a
commitment. In any event, while these percentages are fairly high, they do not com-
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pare favorably with the same measure in studies where the commitment was solicited
face-to-face. For example, in the studies conducted by Wang and Katzev (1990), three
groups of individuals were asked to sign a commitment to recycle through a face-to
face interaction with the researcher. These three groups resulted in obtained signed
commitments percentages of 77.27%, 96% and 94.73%. It appears that while com
mitment solicited through the mail may seem less effortful, it also results in a lower
percentage of obtained signed commitments than commitments solicited through per
sonal contact.
While it is questionable whether making the commitment affected subjects in the
Combined Intervention Group, it is clear that the same intervention did not produce fa
vorable results in the Commitment Only Group. Overall, the Commitment Only Group
produced a 5.29% increase across phases. However, it was apparently the uncommit
ted subset that contributed most to the slight increase, a result that is difficult to explain.
One possibility is that the increase in the uncommitted subset constitutes regression to
the mean, given that the baseline average for this subset was substantially lower than
that of any of the other groups. Meanwhile, the committed subset decreased by
13.23% across phases. Individual data for the entire group reveals that the increase in
both the Commitment Only Group and its uncommitted subset can be largely attributed
to a single household that contributed an average of 5.85 lbs. during baseline and an
average of 19.40 lbs. during the intervention phase. Removing this single household
from the data set results in baseline means of 4.27 lbs. for the entire group and 2.34
lbs. for the uncommitted subset, while the intervention means fall to 3.79 lbs. and 2.88
lbs., respectively, for the two groups. In other words, when this single household is
eliminated from the group, a clear failure of the Commitment Only intervention is evi
dent.
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A number of possible explanations may account for the failure of the commit
ment intervention when implemented alone. The first involves a methodological prob
lem and may have important implications for the external validity of this and related re
cycling studies. Subjects were selected for this study by asking them to participate in a
recycling study. It is conceivable that agreement to participate in a recycling study, in
itself, constitutes a form of commitment (or an index· of "motivation" to recycle) and
that the subsequent "formal" commitment had no effect above and beyond that of the
"first" commitment. A different research approach might have revealed that this proce
dure is effective by itself when applied to subjects who are not self-selected in this
manner. Unfortunately, ethical concerns about monitoring subject's recycling behavior
without having previously received their informed consent may preclude the sort of re
search that would be required.
This sort of self-selection bias is not unique to this study. Indeed, each of the
previous studies examining the effects of commitment on paper recycling (Burns &
Oskamp, 1986; Katzev & Pardini, 1987; Pardini & Katzev, 1983; Wang & Katzev,
1990) administered the intervention to groups of subjects who had previously agreed to
participate in a recycling study. The net result is that the effects of the commitment in
tervention on the recycling behavior of subjects who were not self-selected as research
volunteers remains unknown. However, each of those studies did produce positive re
sults with respect to increasing recycling using a commitment intervention, suggesting
that this methodological issue alone cannot account for the failure of the commitment
intervention in the present case.
The principal difference between commitments in the present study and previ
ous commitment research may more plausibly account for the discrepancy between the
results obtained with published commitment interventions and those reported herein.
Specifically, this study solicited commitments through the postal service, but it is con-
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ceivable that only the sort of face-to-face interaction employed in prior commitment
studies will evoke a change from individuals who make the commitment. This expla
nation is not incompatible with the conceptual model of commitment suggested by
Wang and Katzev (1990). Specifically, if commitment functions to set up an aversive
contingency based on the feared social disapproval of others for not adhering to the
commitment, then soliciting the commitment through face-to-face interaction might
function to attach a salient physical stimulus, an actual person, to the described social
contingency. The committed individual might then consider that there is an actual per
son who is in a position to monitor behavior and provide disapproval. Such a stimulus
is lacking when commitment is solicited through the mail.
A related account might help to explain why the commitment procedure seemed
more effective for the Combined Intervention Group. The absence of initial face-to
face interaction may have been countered by subject knowledge that someone is moni
toring their performance to deliver feedback. Becker (1978) observed a similar interac
tion between goal-setting and feedback. In his study, families were asked simply to set
an energy reduction goal of 20% for three weeks. In many respects, goal-setting as
carried out by Becker (1976), resembles a commitment procedure. Some of these
families subsequently received feedback concerning energy usage while others did not.
Only the families receiving feedback differed significantly from a control group in
kilowatt consumption.
Of course, no social disapproval was systematically delivered in the present
study, and therefore, this hypothesis lacks a source for the postulated social conse
quences of not adhering. One possibility is provided by Malott and Garcia (1991) and
based on their speculative analyses, we might suggest that recycling behavior was rule
controlled and the consequences were self-delivered. Specifically, Malott and Garcia
(1991) suggest that when consequences are improbable, as in the present case, behav-

ior may be under the control of rules which specify the contingencies in which those
consequences are involved. For example, in the present study, subjects may have de
veloped the rule "If I do not adhere to my commitment to recycle, those that are provid
ing feedback will notice and disapprove of me." Malott and Garcia (1991) further sug
gest that the function of stating the rule in such cases is to produce an aversive condi
tion which is terminated by following the rule. Therefore, by placing recyclable paper
in the bin on any given opportunity, subjects may have escaped the aversiveness asso
ciated with the fear of social disapproval. If we assume this analysis to be correct, then
the difference between the success of the combined intervention and the failure of
commitment alone might be that committed individuals who did not receive feedback
had no basis for fearing the disapproval of others if it was not clear to them that their
performance was being monitored closely. Such an analysis depends, of course, on a
learning history in which social disapproval has become aversive and the fine-grained
analysis that would be required to test this hypothesis is far beyond the capacity of this
study.
In addition, while feedback may enhance the effects of the commitment proce
dure, the reverse might also be true: the commitment procedure may make the feedback
more effective. Balcazar et al. (1986) suggest that feedback may function as a condi
tioned reinforcer, and if so, it is not difficult to speculate how the addition of commit
ment might enhance the reinforcing effectiveness of feedback. For example, we might
assume that feedback gains its properties as a conditioned reinforcer through pairing
with social approval delivered for performance, and in the present case, the social ap
proval of those who provided or came in contact with the feedback display.
Subsequently, commitment might enhance the reinforcing function of feedback by
providing an additional cause for social approval, as an individual who adheres to their
commitments. Given the delay between the recycling response and delivery of feed-
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back, these effects, too, would have to be verbally mediated. But it is conceivable that
subjects would generate verbal self-statements along the lines of: "Not only do they
know that I am someone who recycles, they also know that I am someone who sticks
by my commitments."
While the portions of the Social Validity Survey that attempted to discern among
these possibilities for the functions of the interventions provided little information (all
but one respondent agreed with every statement), a number of additional items on the
survey merit discussion. It must be noted, however, that the results should be inter
preted cautiously, due to the low number (18 respondents) and nature (i.e., individuals
who agreed to participate in a recycling study) of the respondents.
All 18 of the respondents agreed that efforts to increase recycling are important,
but only 3 (17.7%) respondents agreed that they recycled as much prior to the study
(i.e., before implementation of the simulated curbside program as a baseline) as they
did during the study. This discrepancy highlights the value of curbside programs in re
ducing the effort of recycling and making recycling easier for individuals who are to
some degree already motivated to recycle. Furthermore, the majority of respondents
agreed that the interventions were acceptable and effective. Seventy percent of the
subjects in the Feedback Only and Combined Intervention Groups indicated that group
feedback was socially acceptable and 50% agreed that the feedback information helped
them to recycle more paper material, while 85.7% of individuals in groups that received
the commitment intervention and responded to the survey agreed that commitment is a
socially acceptable method of increasing recycling and all of them would recommend
commitment as a method of increasing recycling. Finally, 71.5% agreed that making a
commitment helped them to increase the amount of paper they recycled.
According to the cost/benefit analysis, as conducted, not one of the interven
tions even remotely approached paying for itself from the revenue of reclaimed paper.
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However, it must be noted that the procedures were designed to apply to a large num
ber of people over extended periods, whereas the intervention groups in the study con
sisted of only 19 or 20 households over a 5-week intervention period. Given that the
cost of providing weekly feedback would have remained constant regardless of how
many households were targeted and the costs for commitment were fixed with respect
to time (each subject required each item only once regardless of how long the study ex
tended), it is conceivable that the more successful interventions could have recovered
the costs if extended in terms of time or number.
For example, given a community of 5,000 households, and assuming the same
percentage increase as found in the present study, the Combined Intervention would
have recovered the costs of implementation after 14 months. The costs would include
an initial cost for the commitment and feedback materials of $3,800 ($0.76 X 5000)
plus approximately $2,700 for posting 60 weekly feedback graphs, for a total of
$6,500. In the same period, at the rate of $0.11 per person every five weeks, the rev
enue would amount to $6,600. Again, assuming the same percentage increases as ob
served in the present study, the Feedback Only intervention would fare even better,
paying for itself after the first month, given enough participants.
Furthermore, many of the costs of implementing the program could have easily
been eliminated or reduced.

For example, in an ongoing recycling program,

Commitment Letters could be delivered to each doorstep during collection, thus elimi
nating the costs of postage. Also, while it was not attempted in this study, other stud
ies which provided mass-media group feedback were able to display the feedback at no
cost. As stated previously, the feedback in the Schnelle et al. (1980) study was pro
vided as a public service. Similarly, it cost Rothstein (1980) nothing to deliver feed
back about gasoline consumption through televised news reports.
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Finally, it must be noted that for recycling programs to be cost-effective, it is
not necessary that they pay for themselves from the sale of collected materials (Seidman
& Stevenson, 1992). For example, additional payoffs arise from decreases in the tip
ping fees for landfilling nonrecycled materials. Also, in their cost/benefit analysis,
Hamad et al. ( 1977) incorporated the potential savings in electrical consumption if the
collected paper were burned as fuel. Although not incorporated in the present analysis,
these and other peripheral sources of revenue could add significantly to the financial
benefits of increasing recycling.
The notion of extending the Combined Intervention with respect to time raises
some practical implications. While the intervention seemingly increased recycling over
baseline levels, the intervention lasted only 5 weeks. It is questionable whether those
levels would remain elevated over the numerous weeks it would require to make the
intervention cost-effective. This issue, unfortunately, is a serious limitation of the lit
erature assessing the effects of commitment on recycling. Of the five studies mentioned
previously, the longest intervention phase, reported by Katzev and Pardini (1987),
lasted only 8 weeks. This lack of long-term studies may reflect the practical difficulty
of conducting recycling research, especially in the context of curbside programs.
Indeed, most recycling studies have set up collection centers for ease of monitoring in
dividual responses. However, in light of the advantages and gaining popularity of
curbside programs, future recycling studies must address individual responses in the
context of such programs and should do so for extended periods of time. Similarly, it
is questionable whether the effects of feedback would maintain over such extended pe
riods.
In summary, a commitment procedure conducted through the mail was not ef
fective in increasing recycling in comparison to a control group or the same group's
baseline levels of recycling. A mass media group feedback procedure and a combined
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feedback and commitment procedure seemingly held more promise. However, the pro
cedures would be cost-effective only when large numbers are included and if the effects
maintain over long periods or if the costs of the procedures could be substantially re
duced.

APPENDICES
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Appendix.A
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board Research Protocol Clearance
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Human Subjects Institutional Review Board

Kalamazoo, Michigan 49008-3899
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WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSllY

Date:

October 22, 1991

To:

Iser Deleon

From: Mary Anne Bunda, Chair
Re:

;o/� � �

HSIRB Project Number 91-10-08

This letter will serve as confirmation that your research protocol, "The effects of
public commitment and group feedback on paper recycling" has been approyed after
expedited review by a subcommittee of the HSIRB. The conditions and duration of
this approval are specified in the Policies of Western Michigan University. You
may now begin to implement the research as described in the approval application.
You must seek reapproval for any change in this design. You must also seek
reapproval if the project extends beyond the termination date.
The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.
xc:

Fuqua

Approval Termination:

October 22, 1992

AppendixB
Instruction Letter
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Dear Earth-Friendly Resident,
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the StadiumDrive Apartments recycling
project. The box in which this letter arrived will serve as your recycling container. We
hope these boxes will last through June (or as long as you will be participating).
However, if you find yourself in need of a replacement, please contact me at 387-4492.
The outside of the box lists the materials which are appropriate to put in the
container. Notice that it does not list newspaper. This is an error. We will collect
newspaper.
The collection process will be as follows:
1.

Your recyclable paper will be picked up every Friday, beginning next Friday,
February 14, 1992.

2.

Every Friday, please place your box just outside the door.

3.

We will collect the plastic bags which line the box and provide you with a new
plastic bag. We will arrive between 12:00 and 3:00 each Friday.

4.

If there is some material in the plastic bag which we are not currently collecting,
we will remove it and place back in the box. Please recycle these elsewhere.

5.

There is a large "1" painted on the side of your box. This letter is for
identification purposes. Later in the project, it function will become clear.
For now, only know that you are in Group 1.
Thanks again,
IserDeLe6n

Appendix C
Initial Feedback Letter
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STADIUM DRIVE APARTMENTS RECYCLING PROJECT:
PROGRESS REPORT- GROUP 1
Dear Resident -- The graph you see below is an update on the progress
of the Stadium Drive Recycling project in which you are participating.
The graph reports the total amount of recycling paper collected on each
of the past six weeks by your group, Group 1. The cumulative total, on
the bottom of the graph, reports the total amount your group has
collected in this time.
As you can see, the project is going very well. To keep you updated
regarding the progress of the project, this same graph will be printed
(individual apartments will not be identified) in the Western Herald on
Thursday of each week. Please look for this graph on those days. We
wish to thank you and all your neighbors for your continued cooperation.
300

\
\

270
240

rJ'1

Q

210

�

0

180

�

<
E,-c

150

0

120

z

=-.c

\
\
\
\

/\.

I

I

I

..a

/ '\.
I
V
'\.
I
'\. I

\

90

\.

.:.

.:.

60
30
0

I

2/14/92

I

2/21 /92

I

2/28/92

I

3/6/92

I

3/13/92

I

3/20/92

DATE
CUMULATIVE TOTAL TO DATE: 937.38 LBS.

44

AppendixD
Example of the Newspaper Feedback Graph
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Commitment Letter
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Dear Resident,
Let me thank you for your participation in the Stadium Drive Apartments
recycling project. Today, I'm giving you an opportunity to demonstrate your
commitment to save our Earth. By signing and returning the attached commitment
form, in the self-addressed stamped envelope provided, you will be accomplishing two
things:
1) Making a commitment to our planet's future. By signing and returning this
statement, you are agreeing that the conservation of our planet's natural resources is of
vital importance. Furthermore, you are acknowledging"that you are committed towards
recycling all the paper you take from this Earth.
2) Authorizing us to print your name in the Campus Housing Newsletter,
identifying you as a university resident who has made a public commitment to preserve
the Earth's environment.
Also, you will be giving your permission for the data to be used in scientific
presentations and publications, provided that the data are represented in such a manner
that it is impossible to identify the participation of any one particular person.
The decision to make this commitment has no risks for you. Participation is
voluntary and your decision will in no way prejudice relations with Western Michigan
University. Furthermore, you can still participate in the recycling project. You are free
to discontinue your commitment at any time by contacting the person listed below.
Otherwise, we ask you to make this commitment for the duration of this semester.
Should you have any questions or concerns about this project, now or during
any point in the project, please call Iser De Leon at 387-4492 or Dr. Wayne Fuqua at
387-4474.
I hope that you follow through on your commitment to participate in the paper
recycling program that has already been implemented in your building. Just to refresh
your memory, containers will be picked up on the assigned day for your group,
between 12:00 noon and 4:00 p.m. Once again, the following paper products are
appropriate for placement in the recycling bin:
Business cards
Coated paper
Computer printouts
Ditto paper
Fax paper

Index cards
Junk mail
Manila file folders
Maps
Newspaper

Notebook paper
Office stationery
Post-it notes
Scratch pad paper

Thank you for your continued cooperation,
Iser De Leon, WMU Psychology Dept.

AppendixF
Commitment Consent Form
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STADIUM DRIVE APARTMENT RECYCLING PROJECT
COMMITMENT STATEMENT

I hereby agree that it is of vital importance to conserve our Earth's
precious natural resources and announce publicly that I am committed
to recycling all the paper products that I possibly can. I give permission
to have my name printed in the Campus Housing Newsletter as a
university resident who is concerned about the future of our
environment.

Name ____________.Date __________
Address ___________________

Witness _______________________

Please return this form by Wednesday, March 25, 1992.
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